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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to an Amendment filed December 27, 2004. Claims 1- 
19 are presented for further consideration. 

Response to Arguments 

Claim rejections, see Remarks/Arguments I, with respect to claims 13 and 
15-19 under 35 USC 112, second paragraph are withdrawn. 

Claim rejection, see Remarks/Arguments II, with respect to claim 1 under 
35 USC 101 are withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks/Arguments III, with respect to claims 
1-19 rejected under 35 USC 103 have been fully considered but are not 
persuasive. 

In considering the Applicant's arguments the following factual remarks are 

noted: 

(I) Applicant contends a person of ordinary skill in the art concerned with the 
problems associated with routing short messages would not be disposed to 
consider Segur, as Segur is not concerned with routing short messages. 

(II) Applicant contends Meuronen does not teach "associating the message 
with a provider". 
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(III) Applicant contends Segur does not teach, "informing an application 
associated with the provider that the message is waiting". 

(IV) Applicant contends Segur does not teach "waiting for the application to 
request the message". 

(V) Applicant contends that Gehr does not teach or otherwise suggest the 
limitations as propounded in the Office Action. 

(VI) Applicant contends that all rejections reliant on Meuronen, Segur, and 
Gehr do not teach the limitations as suggested in the Office Action nor are they 
combinable in the manner provided. 

In considering (I), it has been held that a prior art reference must either be 
in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the 
particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied 
upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 
F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). Examiner respectfully disagrees 
that problems addressed by Applicant and Meuronen are not related to the 
problem addressed in Segur. Examiner asserts that Segur is explicitly concerned 
with routing mobile communication system messages (i.e. cellular phone data 
messages, PDA messages; column 1, line 67 to column 2, line 26), which is 
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inclusive of short messages. In addition, Segur is pertinent to the endeavor of 
efficiently routing multiple format communications to subscribers via a centralized 
client/server (column 1, lines 24-37 and column 1, lines 56-65). Similarly, 
Meuronen endeavors to efficiently route messages of multiple format sen/ices 
(column 1, lines 29-51), to subscribers via service-specific short message service 
centers (column 2, lines 43-53 column 7, lines 25-33). As a result, Segur and 
Meuronen are pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was 
concerned (i.e. routing SMS messages), as well as being pertinent to each other. 
Subsequently, a person of ordinary skill in the art concerned with the invention as 
disclosed by Meuronen would be disposed to consider Segur. 

In considering (II), Applicant contends that Meuronen does not teach 
associating the message with a provider. Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Meuronen explicitly discloses that a message is associated with a Short 
Message Service Center via a corresponding database, (column 2, lines 4-22; 
column 5, line 52 to column 6, line 7). Meuronen further discloses that the 
corresponding database is employed to directly relate identifiers within the 
message, which indicate the subscriber's desired service, to information 
regarding the associated SMSC for that specified service (i.e. application), 
(column 7, lines 20-44). Meuronen also teaches that the aforementioned SMSCs 
are capable of recognizing particular message types, (column 2, lines 29-51; 
column 7, lines 20-25) and therefore corresponds to providers as disclosed by 
Applicant (specification page 2, lines 9-12). Specifically, Meuronen discloses a 
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message sent by a subscriber A is associated witli the provider (i.e. SMSC3) 
allocated to telefax message types (column 5, lines 25-60). Thus, the reference 
Meuronen expressly teaches associating a message with a provider. 

In considering (III), Applicant contends that Segur does not teach 
informing an application associated with a provider that the message is waiting. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. As addressed with (II), Meuronen discloses that 
an application (i.e. service) is associated with a provider (i.e. SMSC). 
Subsequently, Segur explicitly shows informing an application (i.e. client), via a 
message summary indicator, that a message is waiting (i.e. stored) in the sever 
(column 3, lines 35-41). Applicant also contends that the user must send a query 
-to obtain his messages. Examiner asserts that Segur shows providing the waiting 
message indication to an application upon a user request/query (column 3, lines 
35-44). However, it is noted that the limitation in which Applicant relies (i.e. 
excluding user request for waiting messages) is not recited in nor can in be 
interpreted from the claim language. As a result Examiner maintains, as stated in 
the Office Action, that Meuronen in view of Segur teach informing an application 
associated with a provider that the message is waiting. 

In considering (IV), Applicant contends that Segur does not teach waiting 
for the application to request the message. Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Meuronen explicitly teaches the server waiting (i.e. storing) until the application 
(i.e. client) requests particular messages, which are then delivered (i.e. 
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forwarded) to that application (column 1, lines 56-65; column 3, lines 24-65). As a 
result Examiner maintains, as stated in the Office Action, that Meuronen in view 
of Segur teach waiting for the application to request the message. 

In considering (V), Applicant contends that Gehr does not show or suggest 
the limitations of the claimed invention, as stated in the Office Action. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. These limitations in which Applicant relies refer to a 
prioritized order of providers. Applicant asserts that Gehr teaches routing client 
requests to a hierarchy of successive servers, (column 2, lines 56-65; column 5, 
lines 18-31). However, Examiner asserts that in the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of the claim language, priority is functionally equivalent to a 
successive hierarchy . In addition, Examiner also asserts that Meuronen teaches 
the aforementioned providers (i.e. SMSCs) are servers (i.e. a networked 
computer or device that manages network resources) in which client messages 
are routed (column 4, lines 26-42). Therefore, Gehr in combination with 
Meuronen (and additional references as described in the Office Action) teach a 
priority of providers (i.e. SMSCs/servers). Subsequently, Examiner maintains 
Gehr, as set forth in the Office Action, teaches these limitations that refer to a 
prioritized order of providers. 

In considering (VI), Applicant contends that rejections reliant on 
Meuronen, Segur, and Gehr do not teach the limitations suggested in the Office 
Action nor are they combinable in the manner provided. Examiner disagrees. 
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Examiner maintains that Meuronen and Segur are combinable, as addressed in 
regards to (I) above. Examiner also maintains that Meuronen, Segur, and Gehr 
teach the claimed limitations, as addressed in regards to (II)- (V) above. 
Subsequently, Examiner maintains that dependent claims are unpatentable over 
Meuronen, Segur, and Gehr (and additional references as stated in the Office 
Action). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Meuronen et al. (US Patent 6,292,669), and further in view of Segur (US 
Patent 6,212,550), hereinafter referred to as Meuronen and Segur 
respectively. 

In reference to claim 1 , Meuronen discloses a method and system for 
routing Short Messaging Service (SMS) messages based on the particular SMS 
service (i.e. application) required for receiving SMS messages of a designated 
format (column 2, lines 4-23). Meuronen further discloses that SMS messages 
are routed to a specific SMS service via the short message service center 
(SMSC) servers (i.e. providers) that are associated with the aforementioned 
services (column 5, lines 29-38 and column 7, lines 20-25). Meuronen discloses 
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a computer-implemented SMS routing method, (abstract, column 2 lines 4-28) 
comprising: receiving a message, (column 7, lines 34-38 and Figure 6); and 
associating the message with a provider, (column 7, lines 38-44). However, 
Meuronen does not disclose informing an application associated with the 
provider that the message is waiting. Nonetheless, this modification would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, as 
evidenced by Segur 

In an analogous art, Segur discloses a method that involves a server 
informing an application that messages are waiting in order to convert the stored 
messages into the appropriate data format to be received by that application 
(column 1, lines 62-65; column 3, lines 35-43; and Figure 6). One of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been so motivated to implement this modification in the 
SMS routing methodology as disclosed by Meuronen, so as to increase the SMS 
routing functionality to store messages for later transmission in case the 
receiving party is not reached (Meuronen column 4, lines 31-35). 

In reference to claim 2, Meuronen and Segur show the SMS method 
comprising: waiting for a the application to request the message, (Segur column 
3, lines 52-55 and Figure 6); formatting the message to the requirements of the 
application, (Segur column 3, lines 55-58 and Figure 6); and delivering the 
message to the application, (Segur column 3, lines 62-65 and Figure 6). 
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Claims 3-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Meuronen and Segur as applied to the claims above, and further in 
view of Gehr et al. (US Patent 5,828,847), hereinafter referred to as Gehr. 

In reference to claim 3. Meuronen and Segur teach a SMS message 
routing method that involves providing a message to a preferred default SMSC 
server (i.e. provider), and subsequently determining the appropriate provider that 
is associated with the message for proper routing (Meuronen column 7, lines 7- 
20). However, the references do not explicitly teach providing the message to a 
provider based on priority levels. Nevertheless, automatic routing of client 
messages to servers based on priority was well known in the art at the time of 
the invention, as evidenced by Gehr. Therefore, these modifications to the SMS 
routing method would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

In a analogous art, Gehr teaches providing client requests to a server 
based on priority in order to automatically route messages from clients to servers 
according to a predetermined hierarchically order server-communication method 
preference scheme, (column 2, lines 56-65;column 5, lines 18-31; and Figure 
5B). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been so motivated to implement 
the aforementioned modifications, so as to provide certain SMS services that are 
thought to have a higher volume of requests a higher priority in the logical routing 
process. 



Application/Control Number: 09/788,329 Page 
Art Unit: 2153 

In reference to claim 4, Meuronen, Segur, and Gehr show a SIVIS 
message routing method wherein the SMSCs (i.e. providers) have a unique 
priority level, (Gehr column 2, lines 56-55; column 5, lines 20-31 ; and Figure 2). 

In reference to claim 5, Meuronen, Segur, and Gehr show a SMS routing 
method comprising: receiving a response from the prioritized SMSC server (i.e. 
provider) indicating if the prioritized provider is associated with the message, 
(Meuronen column 7, lines 12-14; column 7, lines 34-42; and Gehr column 2, 
lines 56-65); and associating the message with the prioritized provider if the 
received response indicates that the prioritized provider is associated with the 
message, (Meuronen column 7, lines 14-17, and column 7, lines 42-44). 

In reference to claim 6, Meuronen, Segur, and Gehr show a SMS routing 
method wherein: associating the message with the prioritized provider if the 
received response indicates that the prioritized provider is associated with the 
message further comprises storing the message in a location associated with the 
prioritized provider, (Meuronen column 7, lines 14-17; column 7, lines 42-44; and 
column 4, lines 31-35). 

. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Meuronen and Segur as applied to claims above, and 
further in view of Lothia et al. (US Patent 6,560,456), hereinafter referred to 
as Lothia. 
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In reference to claim 7, Meuronen discloses a method for routing SMS 
messages based on the required SMS service (i.e. application) that comprises: 
receiving a message, (column 7, lines 34-38); and associating the message with 
a provider from a database (i.e. list) of providers, (column 7, lines 38-44). 
However, Meuronen fails to disclose informing an application associated with the 
provider that the message is waiting. Nonetheless, this modification would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, as 
evidenced by Segur. 

In an analogous art, Segur discloses a method that consists of informing 
a receiving application of stored messages in order to format the messages to 
the requirements of the application (column 1, lines 62-65; column 3, lines 35-43; 
and Figure 6). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been so motivated to 
implement this modification in the SMS routing methodology as disclosed by 
Meuronen, so as to increase the SMS routing functionality to store messages for 
later transmission in case the receiving party is not reached (Meuronen column 
4, lines 31-35). Although Meuronen and Segur disclose substantial features of 
the claimed invention, the references fail to disclose a computer-readable 
medium having the computer-executable instructions for the aforementioned 
SMS routing method. Nonetheless, SMS routing software was well known in the 
art at the time of the invention, as evidenced by Lothia. Therefore, this 
modification to the SMS routing system would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 
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Lothia explicitly discloses, "existing Mobile Switching Center (MSG) 
software" that is employed by SMS networks to rout email and other text 
messages to subscribers (column 1, lines 1-43 and column 1, line 65 to column 

2, line 3). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been so motivated to 
incorporate a software product for SMS routing in order to provide a technique for 
the unification of different SMSCs and associated message formats that may be 
used in different telecommunication system. 

In reference to claim 8, Meuronen, Segur, and Lothia show a SMS routing 
software product with computer-executable instructions comprising: waiting for 
the application to request the message, (Segur column 3, lines 52-55 and Figure 
6); formatting the message to the requirements of the application, (Segur column 

3, lines 55-58 and Figure 6); and delivering the message to the application, 
(Segur column 3, lines 62-65 and Figure 6). 

In reference to claim 9, Meuronen, Segur, and Lothia show a SMS routing 
software product with computer-executable instructions wherein: formatting the 
message for the application further comprises providing access to the message 
to the provider associated with the requesting service (i.e. application), 
(Meuronen column 5, lines 29-38 and column 7, lines 41-45); and the provider 
associated with the requesting application formatting the message to the 
requirements of the application, (Meuronen column 6, lines 34-43;Segur column 
1, lines 55-65; and column 3, lines 55-58). 
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Claims 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Meuronen, Segur, and Lothia as applied to claims above, 
and further in view of Gehr. 

In reference to claim 10, Meuronen, Segur, and Lothia teach substantial 
features of the claimed invention, specifically SMS message routing software 
with executable instructions that comprises providing a message to a preferred 
default SMSC server (i.e. provider), and subsequently determining the 
appropriate provider that is associated with the message for routing, (Meuronen 
column 7, lines 7-20). However, the references do not teach a software product 
with computer-executable instructions comprising: prioritizing the set of SMSC 
servers (i.e. providers) based on a priority level; and providing access to the 
messages to each of the providers in order of priority until the message has been 
associated. Nonetheless, one of ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the advantages to these modifications, as evidenced by Gehr. 

Gehr teaches prioritizing a set of communication servers based on a 
priority level in a hierarchical list for routing client request to alternate servers 
(column 5, lines 20-31 and column 2, lines 56-65). Gehr further discloses that the 
message routing process is self-directed to request servers according to the 
hierarchy of successive alternate servers until the request is processed to 
completion (column 7, lines 32-39 and Figure 5B). One of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention would have been motivated to incorporate the 
aforementioned limitations into the SMS message routing software in order for 



Application/Control Number: 09/788,329 Page 
Art Unit: 2153 

certain SMS services that are though to have higher volume of use to have a 
higher priority in the logical routing process. 

In reference to claim 1 1 . Meuronen, Segur, Gehr and Lothia show a SMS 
routing software product with computer-executable instructions wherein: the 
SMSCs (i.e. providers) have a unique priority level, (Gehr column 2. lines 56- 
55;column 5, lines 20-31; and Figure 2). 

In reference to claim 12, Meuronen, Segur, Gehr and Lothia show a SMS 
routing software product with computer-executable instructions comprising: 
receiving a response from the prioritized SMSC server (i.e. provider) indicating if 
the prioritized provider is associated with the message, (Meuronen column 7, 
lines 12-14; column 7, lines 34-42; and Gehr column 2, lines 56-65); and 
associating the message with the prioritized provider if the received response 
indicates that the prioritized provider is associated with the message, (Meuronen 
column 7, lines 14-17, and column 7, lines 42-44). 

In reference to claim 13, Meuronen, Segur, Gehr and Lothia show a SMS 
routing software product with computer-executable instructions wherein: 
associating the message with the prioritized provider if the received response 
indicates that the prioritized provider is associated with the message further 
comprises storing the message in a location associated with the prioritized 
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provider, (Meuronen column 7, lines 14-17; column 7, lines 42-44; and column 4, 
lines 31-35). 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Meuronen as applied to claims above, and further in view of Kamm et 
al. (US Patent 5,457,680), hereinafter referred to as Kamm. 

In reference to claim 14, Meuronen discloses a system for routing SMS 
messages to SMS service (i.e. applications). Meuronen specifically discloses 
SMSC and short message gateway message service center (SMS-GMSC) 
servers as routing devices within the SMS routing system (column 7, lines 35- 
44;Figure 3; and Figure 5). In addition, Meuronen further discloses that the SMS 
routing device performs actions that include: receiving a message, (column 5, 
line 65 to column 6, line 2); associating the message with a provider, (column 6, 
line 2-7; column 24-42; and Figure 4); and delivering the message to an 
application associated with the provider, (column 6, line 47-54 and column 6, line 
66 to column 7, line 6). However, Meuronen fails to show explicitly a system for 
routing SMS messages comprising: a processor and a computer-readable 
medium; an operating system stored in the computer readable medium and 
executing on the processor; and a communication connection device operating 
under the control of the operating environment. Nonetheless, routing systems 
with these aforementioned limitations were well known in the art at the time of the 
invention, as further evidenced by Kamm. Thus, these would have been obvious 
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modifications for the SMS routing system disclosed by Meuronen to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

In an analogous art, Kamm discloses gateway servers, which are 
employed in a mobile communication routing system, that comprise: a processor 
and a computer-readable medium, (column 5, lines 55-56 and Figure 1A); an 
operating system stored in the computer readable medium and executing on the 
processor, (column 5, lines 58-66 and Figure 1A); and a communication 
connection device operating under the control of the operating environment, 
(column 5, lines 37-43 and Figure 1 A). One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the advantages to implementing the aforementioned 
limitations into the short message gateway MSCs servers as disclosed in the 
SMS routing system, so as ensure that data packets sent to and received from a 
subscriber are reliably communicated (Kamm column 3, lines 5-11). 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Meuronen and Kamm as applied to claims above, and further in view 
of Segur. 

In reference to claim 15, Meuronen and Kamm show substantial features 
of the claimed invention, specifically a system for routing SMS messages. 
However, the references fail to show: waiting for the application to request the 
message; and formatting the message to the requirements of the application. 
These modifications would have been obvious to the SMS-GMSC sen/er (i.e. 
routing device) of the disclosed SMS routing system, as evidenced by Segur. 
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In an analogous art. Segur discloses a multi-format communications 
server in which the functionality comprises: waiting for the application to request 
the message, (Segur column 3. lines 52-55 and Figure 2); and fomnatting the 
message to the requirements of the application, (Segur column 3, lines 55-58 
and Figure 2). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been so motivated to 
implement these modifications to the SMS routing system, so as to support 
unification of different SMSCs and associated message formats that may be 
used in different telecommunication systems. 

Claim 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Meuronen, Kamm, and Segur as applied to claims above, 
and further in view of Gehr. 

In reference to claim 16, Meuronen, Kamm, and Segur show a SMS 
message routing system in which the SMS-GMSC (i.e. routing device) provides a 
message to a preferred default SMSC server (i.e. provider), and subsequently 
the default SMSC determines the appropriate provider that is associated with the 
message for complete routing, (Meuronen column 7, lines 7-20 and Figure 5). 
However, the references do not explicitly show providing the message to a 
provider based on priority levels. Nevertheless, automatic routing of client 
messages to server based on priority was well known in the art at the time of the 
invention, as evidenced by Gehr. Therefore, these modifications to the SMS 
routing system would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
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In a analogous art. Gehr teaches a client-server communication 
architecture that provides client requests to a server based on priority in order to 
automatically route messages from clients to servers according to a 
predetermined hierarchically ordered list of successive alternate servers, (column 
2, lines 56-65;column 5, lines 18-31;Figure 1; and Figure 2). One of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to accordingly modify the SMS message 
routing system in order to provide certain SMS services that are thought to have 
a higher volume of requests a higher priority in the logical routing process, and 
thereby increasing system efficiency. 

In reference to claim 17, Meuronen, Kamm, Segur, and Gehr show a 
SMSC and SMS-GMSC server (i.e. routing device) of the SMS routing system 
comprising: receiving a response from the prioritized SMSC server (i.e. provider) 
indicating if the prioritized provider is associated with the message, (Meuronen 
column 7, lines 12-14; column 7, lines 34-42; and Gehr column 2, lines 56-65); 
and associating the message with the prioritized provider if the received 
response indicates that the prioritized provider is associated with the message, 
(Meuronen column 7, lines 14-17, and column 7, lines 42-44). 

In reference to claim 18, Meuronen, Kamm, Segur, and Gehr show a 
SMSC and SMS-GMSC server (i.e. routing device) of the SMS routing system 
wherein: associating the message with the prioritized provider if the received 
response indicates that the prioritized provider is associated with the message 
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further comprises storing the message in a location associated with the 
prioritized provider, (Meuronen column 7, lines 14-17; column 7, lines 42- 
44;column 4, lines 31-35; and Figure 5). 

In reference to claim 19, Meuronen, Kamm, Segur, and Gehr show a 
SMSC and SMS-GMSC server (i.e. routing device) of the SMS routing system 
wherein: formatting the message for the application further comprises providing 
access to the message to the provider associated with the requesting service 
(i.e. application), (Meuronen column 5, lines 29-38 and column 7, lines 41-45); 
and the provider associated with the requesting application formatting the 
message to the requirements of the application, (Meuronen column 6, lines 34- 
43; Figure 5; Segur column 1, lines 55-65; and column3, lines 55-58). 
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Conclusion 



THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). A shortened statutory period for 
reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of 
this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of 
the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to LaShanya Nash whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-3957. The examiner can normally be reached on 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (571) 272-3949. The 
fax number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
is (703) 746-7239. Any inquiry of a general nature relating to the status of this 
application or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone 
number is (703) 305-3900. ^ 
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